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'Obfervations on the prefent Aldbrough Church at 
Holdernefs, proving that it was not a Saxon Build- 
ing , as Mr. Somerfet contends. In a Letter to the 
Rev. Mr. Norris, Secretary. By the Rev. Mr. 
Pcgge. 


Dear Sir, 

R ELYING Oil the candour and benevolence of my good 
friend, John Charles Brooke, Efq. to put the beft con- 
flru&ion on the following obfervations refpe£ting his memoir 
on the Saxon infeription in Aldbrough church, I have adven- 
tured to fend it you. And indeed, as both he and I proceed 
upon the fame ground and principle, the inveftigation of ancient 
truth, I may feem to have a fair claim to his indulgence, and 
an equitable demand to an impartial hearing at lead. 

The infeription Mr. Somerfet has produced is not of great 
antiquity, as he dates, for Ulf, who fird put it up, flourifhed 
but in the reign of king Edward the Confeffor [<?]. How- 
ever, it is a Saxon infeription, and fufficicntly both ancient and 
curious to merit the attention of our iociety. But the infer- 
ence drawn from this conccflion, viz. that Aldbrough church, as 
now exifting, is a fabric erected in the Saxon times, or before 


[«] Arcltacalogia, vol. Y r J. p. 43. 
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Mr. Pegce's Obferv/Uiom on Aldbrough Church. 
the Norman conquttT, appears to me to be liable to two very 
fpccious, not to fiy formidable objeflions. 

First, There was no church at Aldbrough when Domefday 
furvey was made, the record being entirely (ilcnt as to that 
particular ; aud yet, I prefume, all the churches then in being 
arc there very pundlually recited. It may be faid, perhaps, in 
reply to this, that the church at Kitkdale, where a Saxon in- 
feription alfo occurs, is not mentioned in Domefday Book [£]. 

I anfwer, that the fabric at Kirkdale cannot be expcdled to ap- 
pear there, as it was not properly a church, i. e. a rcdlory en- 
dowed with tythes, but only a chapel of cafe [r]. 

The fecond objedlion is, that this ftrudhire docs rrot prefent 
us with any refemblance of Saxon architecture, but on the con- 
trary, every thing there favours of a poft-normannic arra [</]. 
Mr. Brooke himfelf confcfles ‘ it now has a more modern ap- 
pearance;’ but this lie endeavours to account for, * from the fuc- 
‘•ceflion of repairs it has undergone, and the addition of win— 

* dows very different from the original lights.’ A fuggeflion* 
which may bo admitted in regard to this or that part of a 
church ; but furely, Sir, can by no means fuffice for a whole 
and entire building. The arches within, which can never be 
thought to have been altered or repaired, thofe of the windows, 
and that of the door way into the chancel, are all elliptic, a 
mode of building never feen, I believe, in any Saxon erection 
wbatfoever. There is, it feems, fome hewn (lone work in the 
lower part of thb fouth wall of the chancel, ‘ fuch, fays Mr. 

* Brooke, as was generally ufed in our mod ancient cathedral 

[i] Archaeologia, vol. VI. p. 44, in note. 

[<•] Ibid. vol. V. p. 196. Br. Willis, Survey of Catli. vob I. p. an. 

[d] See Mr. Brooke’s Print of the building. 
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Mr. Pegge'o Objtrvatiom on Aldbrough Church . 3 

•'churchts [e].* A circumftance, which, in my opinion, mili- 
tates very ftrongjy in favour of the recent erection of this 
church, our cathedrals of this ftvle of building being all pofte- 
rior to the conqueft. It is cbfcrved, again, that there is feme 
zigzag work in the door of the chancel, and upon this fome 
brafs is lay’d, Mr. Brooke remarking in regard to this particu- 
lar, ‘ that this was a flile peculiar to the Saxon nrchiteflure.’ 
This now appears to be plaulible; but it ffiould be remembered 
on the other hand, that though our Saxon ancestors often ap- 
plied this fpccies of ornament, as here Bated and alledgcd, yet 
we' find the fucceeding architefls did not fo totally forfakc it, 
but that they fometimes retained it, witnefs the zigzag mould- 
ings noticed by Mr. Denne[y], as occurring in poft-norman- 
nic ftruftures. 

But now you will a(k, how then do you reconcile this Saxon 
infeription, lb pofitive and exprefs, with the fuppofed recency, 
or polt-normannic ereftion of this church ? This, Sir, I ac- 
knowledge, is a difficulty not eafily to be removed ; and I, for 
my part, can only do it by a fuppofition, which you will think 
but barely poffible j to wit, that Ulf built a church, which in a 
few years, and by fome means now unknown, was deft roved 
and lay in ruins, A. 10S0, when Domefday book was made : 
that when the prefent fabric was erefted, the old ftone with its 
infeription, which had happily been preferred, was put up in 
the new ftruflure, and in the place it now occupies: and Jaftly, 
that in all probability, Odo earl of Champaigne, Albemarle and 
Holdernefs, or his fon Stephen, was the perfon who founded ■ 
the prefent church [g] ; if at laft it was built fo early. 

[r] Archacologia, vol-VI. p. 41. 

[/] Ibid. p. 388. 

U 1 Ibid. f. 4J. 
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Mr. Pegge on Aldbrough church. 

To detain you, Sir, no longer; Mr. Brooke’s Paper, on 
which I have here fo freely animadverted, is nevcrthelefs a very 
valuable memoir, and we arc much obliged to him for it. 1 
fhall only add, that the three erodes combined, in the area of 
the done, may probably allude to the Trinity ; and that pofli- 
bly Ulfs original church might be confccrated to the Trinity, 
though the prefent fabric is facred to St. Bartholomew. But 
this is thrown out as a mere random and fuperfluous conjec- 
ture. I am, Sir, 

Your moft obedient humble fervant, 

SAM. PEGGE. 
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